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Preface  
 

The Michigan Behavioral Risk Factor Survey (BRFS) is a statewide, random-digit 
dialed telephone survey of adult residents aged 18 years and older.  State-specific, 
population-based prevalence estimates and confidence interval limits of health 
behaviors and chronic conditions are calculated based on this survey.  Region-
specific, and local health department-specific prevalence rates can also be computed if 
sample size allows. 
 
A combined 1998-2002 Michigan BRFS dataset maximized the sample size to 
calculate prevalence estimates by Community Health Assessment Region (CHAR) and 
Local Health Department (LHD). The 1998-2002 estimates, which are presented in the 
following tables, have been weighted to adjust for the probabilities of selection, and a 
post-stratification weighting factor that adjusts for the distribution of Michigan adults by 
age, sex, and race/ethnicity at the state level.  Data that were only collected every 
other year, such as high blood pressure, and cholesterol also contain data from the 
year 1997, but this is noted in the table.  No additional weighting factors have been 
computed for the regional or local health department level. 
 
If you have any questions about these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook, MDCH at 
CookM1@michigan.gov.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared April 8, 2004.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 1:  Health Status 

by Community Health Assessment Region  
& Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 
(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

    
Geographic Area General Health, 

Fair or Poora 

Michigan Total 13.8 ± 0.6 

Region 1 14.1 ± 0.9 

Livingston 6.7 ± 3.2 

Macomb 12.4 ± 2.2 

Monroe 10.6 ± 4.9 

Oakland 11.6 ± 1.6 

St. Clair 14.8 ± 4.5 

Washtenaw 8.8 ± 2.8 

City of Detroit 22.0 ± 2.8 

Wayne exc. Detroit 14.3 ± 2.0 

Region 2 13.5 ± 2.4 

Genesee 14.2 ± 3.0 

Lapeer 12.1 ± 3.0 

Shiawassee 10.8 ± 5.2 

Region 3 12.4 ± 3.4 

Jackson 14.4 ± 4.8 

Lenawee 9.7 ± 4.8 

Region 4 11.2 ± 2.0 

Barry-Eaton 11.6 ± 4.2 

Mid-Michiganb 17.1 ± 4.4 

Ingham 9.9 ± 2.5 

Region 5 13.6 ± 2.4 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 14.7 ± 4.6 

Calho .9 ± 5.2 un 17

oo 

 

Kalamaz 10.0 ± 3.1 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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T

13.8 ± 0.6 

ion 6 12.0 ± 3.0 

Van Buren-Cass 12.3 ± 4.5 

Berrien 11.8 ± 4.0 

ion 7 12.0 ± 1.5 

Allegan 9.1 ± 3.9 

Ionia 15.9 ± 7.9 

Kent 12.5 ± 1.9 

Mid-Michiganb 17.1 ± 4.4 

Ottawa 8.0 ± 2.9 

ion 8 14.3 ± 2.7 

District #10 16.4 ± 3.5 

Muskegon 11.4 ± 4.0 

Region 9 13.9 ± 2.5 

District #2 21.4 ± 6.7 

District #4 16.4 ± 5.6 

Northwest Michigan 11.6 ± 4.8 

Benzie-Leelanau 7.1 ± 6.0 

Grand Traverse 10.1 ± 4.5 

ion 10 16.0 ± 2.7 

Bay 19.8 ± 6.6 

Huron 11.3 ± 7.0 

Saginaw 17.3 ± 4.2 

Sanilac 10.4 ± 7.0 

able 1 Cont'd 

Geographic Area General Health, 
Fair or Poora 

Michigan Total 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

Tuscola 13.5 ± 6.3 

Region 11 16.4 ± 3.1 

Central Michigan 19.8 ± 4.3 

Midland 9.6 ± 3.6 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 1 Cont'd 

Geographic A

13.8 ± 0.6 

ion 12 16.3 ± 3.1 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 18.3 ± 8.8 

Western Upper Peninsula 21.3 ± 7.6 

Delta-Menominee 13.8 ± 6.2 

Chippewa 22.8 ± 10.6 

Dickinson-Iron 14.3 ± 7.9 

Marquette 10.5 ± 5.7 

l, was fair or po

7 county.  All th id-Michigan 

rea General Health, 
Fair or Poora 

Michigan Total 

Reg

a Proportion of respondents who said their health, in genera or. 

b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, 
and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is 
a Region ree counties were included in the M
estimate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 2:  Health Care Coverage 
Among Adults 18 - 64 Years of Age 

Community Health As t Region 

M

overagea 

Region 1 10.6 ± 1.0 

by sessmen
& Local Health Department 

  
ichigan BRFS 1998-2002 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 
  

Geographic Area No Health Care 
C

Michigan Total 11.1 ± 0.6 

Livingston 9.3 ± 4.7 

Macomb 10.0 ± 2.5 

Monroe 8.1 ± 5.4 

Oakland 7.5 ± 1.8 

St. Clair 9.1 ± 4.2 

Washtenaw 8.4 ± 3.0 

City of Detroit 17.4 ± 3.0 

Wayne exc. Detroit 10.3 ± 2.1 

Region 2 11.6 ± 2.7 

Genesee 14.0 ± 3.5 

Lapeer 5.6 ± 3.9 

Shiawassee 5.3 ± 5.1 

Region 3 9.6 ± 3.5 

Jackson 10.5 ± 4.8 

Lenawee 8.7 ± 5.1 

Region 4 7.5 ± 2.0 

Barry-Eaton 7.8 ± 4.3 

Mid-Michiganb 8.8 ± 3.6 

In  2.8 gham 7.6 ±

ion 5 12.3 ± 2

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 15.1 ± 5.8 

oun 15

oo 

Reg .9 

Calh .2 ± 6.1 

Kalamaz 8.3 ± 3.4 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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11.1 ± 0.6 

ion 6 13.0 ± 4.2 

Van Buren-Cass 8.3 ± 4.6 

Berrien 16.9 ± 6.4 

ion 7 8.8 ± 1.5 

Allegan 10.1 ± 5.3 

Ionia 5.7 ± 4.5 

Kent 9.9 ± 2.0 

Mid-Michiganb 8.8 ± 3.6 

Ottawa 5.3 ± 2.7 

ion 8 15.1 ± 3.4 

District #10 13.3 ± 3.8 

Muskegon 17.4 ± 5.9 

Region 9 16.5 ± 3.5 

District #2 19.1 ± 8.1 

District #4 20.2 ± 7.8 

Northwest Michigan 18.6 ± 7.9 

Benzie-Leelanau 6.6 ± 5.7 

Grand Traverse 12.3 ± 5.8 

ion 10 8.8 ± 2.4 

Bay 6.6 ± 4.0 

Huron 2.3 ± 3.5c 

Saginaw 10.3 ± 4.0 

Sanilac 13.1 ± 9.5 

Table 2 Cont'd 

Geographic Area No Health Care 
Coveragea 

Michigan Total 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

Tuscola 8.6 ± 6.5 

Region 11 12.6 ± 3.5 

16.2 ± 5.1 Central Michigan 

Midland 6.0 ± 3.3 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 2 Cont'd 

Geographic Area No Health Care 
C  overagea

11.1 ± 0.6 

ion 12 16.6 ± 3.9 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 27.1 ± 12.6 

Western Upper Peninsula 17.5 ± 8.0 

Delta-Menominee 10.9 ± 5.9 

Chippewa 20.4 ± 10.9 

Dickinson-Iron 13.1 ± 11.6 

Marquette 15.3 ± 9.7 

 did not have any

Montcalm.  Cli  while Montcalm
7 county.  All th  Mid-Michigan 

Michigan Total 

Reg

a Proportion of respondents ages 18-64 who said that they  
kind of health care coverage. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, 
and nton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties,  is 
a Region ree counties were included in the
estimate. 
c Confidence interval includes 0. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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T

 Health A cal Healt
Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 

b

20.1 ± 2.2 35.5 ± 2.7 

able 3:  Weight Status 

by Community ssessment Region & Lo h Department 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

Geographic Area Obesea Overweight  Not Overweightc

Michigan Total 23.9 ± 0.8 36.8 ± 0.9 39.3 ± 0.9 

Region 1 23.9 ± 1.2 36.0 ± 1.4 40.1 ± 1.4 

Livingston 19.1 ± 5.6 32.3 ± 6.7 48.6 ± 7.2 

Macomb 22.6 ± 3.0 34.6 ± 3.3 42.8 ± 3.5 

Monroe 23.7 ± 6.4 39.2 ± 7.5 37.2 ± 7.3 

Oakland 44.5 ± 2.8 

St. Clair 24.1 ± 5.9 35.0 ± 6.5 40.9 ± 6.7 

Washtenaw 18.2 ± 3.9 33.4 ± 4.7 48.4 ± 5.0 

City of Detroit 32.4 ± 3.3 37.2 ± 3.4 30.4 ± 3.2 

Wayne exc. Detroit 24.3 ± 2.6 37.1 ± 2.9 38.6 ± 2.9 

Region 2 24.6 ± 3.1 38.3 ± 3.6 37.0 ± 3.5 

Genesee 26.1 ± 3.8 37.1 ± 4.3 36.9 ± 4.2 

Lapeer 21.7 ± 7.4 38.5 ± 9.3 39.7 ± 9.5 

Shiawassee 19.8 ± 7.1 45.1 ± 9.2 35.1 ± 9.0 

Region 3 26.8 ± 4.7 36.8 ± 5.1 36.4 ± 5.2 

Jackson 28.2 ± 6.3 35.5 ± 6.5 36.3 ± 6.8 

Lenawee 24.9 ± 7.0 38.5 ± 8.0 36.6 ± 8.0 

Region 4 22.3 ± 2.9 35.4 ± 3.4 42.3 ± 3.5 

Barry-Eaton 23.3 ± 5.7 36.5 ± 6.6 40.3 ± 6.7 

Mid-Michigand 25.3 ± 5.3 36.2 ± 5.9 38.6 ± 5.9 

Ingham 22.4 ± 4.0 32.6 ± 4.7 45.1 ± 5.0 

Region 5 26.5 ± 3.3 38.0 ± 3.5 35.6 ± 3.4 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 33.6 ± 6.6 32.9 ± 6.0 33.6 ± 6.0 

Calhoun 31.2 ± 6.4 40.4 ± 7.0 28.4 ± 6.1 

Kalamazoo 40.1 ± 5.5 41.5 ± 5.4 18.4 ± 4.1 

Region 6 22.4 ± 4.1 37.6 ± 5.0 40.1 ± 5.1 

22.2 ± 6.2 Van Buren-Cass 36.8 ± 7.2 41.0 ± 7.5 

Berrien 22.5 ± 5.6 38.2 ± 6.9 39.3 ± 7.0 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 3 Cont'd 

Geographic Area a O b Not tcObese  verweight  Overweigh

n Total 23.9 ± 0.8 36.8 ± 0.9 39.3 ± 0.9 

Region 7 21.3 ± 2.0 37.2 ± 2.4 41.5 ± 2.4 

Allegan 26.8 ± 6.6 34.6 ± 7.0 38.5 ± 7.3 

Ionia 23.5 ± 8.5 38.7 ± 10.0 37.7 ± 10.1 

Kent 19.8 ± 2.4 37.3 ± 3.0 42.9 ± 3.0 

Mid-Michigand 25.3 ± 5.3 36.2 ± 5.9 38.6 ± 5.9 

Ottawa 17.1 ± 4.2 41.0 ± 5.7 41.9 ± 5.6 

ion 8 24.7 ± 3.4 36.9 ± 3.9 38.5 ± 3.9 

District #10 25.8 ± 4.4 37.8 ± 5.0 36.4 ± 4.9 

Muskegon 23.1 ± 5.4 35.6 ± 6.3 41.3 ± 6.3 

ion 9 24.6 ± 3.4 38.4 ± 3.8 37.0 ± 3.7 

District #2 27.8 ± 7.8 42.0 ± 8.9 30.2 ± 7.8 

District #4 26.7 ± 6.8 39.5 ± 7.8 33.8 ± 7.6 

Northwest Michigan 25.0 ± 6.6 35.3 ± 7.5 39.7 ± 7.5 

Benzie-Leelanau 19.2 ± 9.6 46.6 ± 12.5 34.1 ± 11.2 

Grand Traverse 21.1 ± 7.3 34.4 ± 8.0 44.5 ± 8.4 

ion 10 26.6 ± 3.6 37.4 ± 3.9 35.9 ± 3.9 

Bay 23.7 ± 7.1 38.9 ± 8.2 37.5 ± 8.1 

Huron 26.4 ± 11.2 34.3 ± 13.3 39.3 ± 13.5 

Saginaw 29.2 ± 5.7 36.5 ± 5.7 29.2 ± 5.7 

Sanilac 22.2 ± 10.0 37.1 ± 12.4 40.7 ± 12.6 

Tuscola 26.1 ± 9.5 40.7 ± 10.7 33.2 ± 10.6 

ion 11 22.1 ± 3.5 37.5 ± 4.4 40.4 ± 4.5 

Central Michigan 22.6 ± 4.6 36.3 ± 5.6 41.1 ± 5.8 

Midland 21.1 ± 5.1 39.8 ± 6.8 39.1 ± 6.8 

 

Michiga

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

 
 
 
 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 3 Cont'd 

Geographic Area O  Not tcObesea verweightb  Overweigh

n Total 23.9 ± 0.8 36.8 ± 0.9 39.3 ± 0.9 

24.1 ± 3.7 37.9 ± 4.3 38.0 ± 4.4 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 32.9 ± 10.9 31.4 ± 10.2 35.7 ± 11.3 

Western Upper Peninsula 27.9 ± 8.3 38.8 ± 8.9 33.3 ± 8.4 

Delta-Menominee 26.1 ± 8.3 38.0 ± 9.3 36.0 ± 9.2 

Chippewa 22.3 ± 10.8 45.9 ± 13.3 31.7 ± 12.1 

Dickinson-Iron 15.3 ± 7.8 43.6 ± 11.9 41.1 ± 11.7 

Marquette 19.7 ± 8.3 32.3 ± 10.0 48.1 ± 11.1 

:  Body Mass 
2

t (in meters) sq eight in kg/(hei

as defined as ose BMI ≥ 30.0
ght was defined s whose BMI ≥  < 30.0. 
weight was def ents whose BM 25.0. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Michiga

Region 12 

Note Index (BMI) is defined as weight (in kilograms) divided by heigh uared [w ght 
in meters) ].  Weight and height are self-reported. 
a Obese w the proportion of respondents wh . 
b Overwei  as the proportion of respondent 25.0 and
c Not over ined as the proportion of respond I was < 
d The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 
counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 4:  Leisure- sical Atime Phy ctivity 

& Local He rtmenalth Depa t 

nfidence In  
  

rea No Activity

Michigan Total  23.5 ± 0.7

23.5 ± 1.2

Livingston 

Monroe 22.4 ± 6.5 

Oakland 18.6 ± 2.1 

by Community Health Assessment Region 

Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 
(% ± 95% Co tervals)

Geographic A a 

Region 1  

17.7 ± 5.3 

Macomb 23.2 ± 2.9 

St. Clair 20.3 ± 5.0 

Washtenaw 16.0 ± 3.5 

City of Detroit 33.1 ± 3.3 

Wayne exc. Detroit 24.3 ± 2.5 

Region 2 27.2 ± 3.1 

Genesee 26.6 ± 3.7 

Lapeer 27.0 ± 7.9 

Shiawassee 30.5 ± 8.3 

Region 3 24.2 ± 4.4 

Jackson 20.5 ± 5.2 

Lenawee 29.2 ± 7.3 

Region 4 21.0 ± 2.8 

Barry-Eaton 19.1 ± 5.2 

Mid-Michiganb 23.5 ± 4.8 

Ingham 21.6 ± 4.1 

Region 5 23.6 ± 3.0 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 23.0 ± 5.4 

Calhoun 28.3 ± 6.1 

Kalamazoo 21.1 ± 4.5 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 4 Cont'd 

graphic Area 

24.9 ± 4.2 

Van Buren-Cass 24.0 ± 6.2 

Berrien 25.6 ± 5.8 

ion 7 20.7 ± 1.9 

Allegan 22.3 ± 6.1 

Ionia 29.5 ± 9.5 

Kent 20.2 ± 2.4 

Mid-Michiganb 23.5 ± 4.8 

Ottawa 16.8 ± 4.2 

ion 8 25.3 ± 3.4 

District #10 25.8 ± 4.3 

Muskegon 24.6 ± 5.5 

ion 9 24.3 ± 3.3 

District #2 28.1 ± 8.1 

District #4 27.0 ± 6.8 

Northwest Michigan 24.2 ± 6.5 

Benzie-Leelanau 18.8 ± 9.5 

Grand Traverse 20.2 ± 6.9 

Region 10 24.4 ± 3.4 

Bay 18.6 ± 6.1 

Huron 21.9 ± 10.9 

Saginaw 24.9 ± 4.9 

Sanilac 32.1 ± 12.1 

Tuscola 27.1 ± 10.3 

ion 11 24.7 ± 3.8 

Central Michigan 27.9 ± 5.2 

Geo No Activitya 

Michigan Total 23.5 ± 0.7 

Region 6 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

Midland 18.4 ± 4.7 

 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 4 Cont'd 

Geographic Area N  o Activitya

23.5 ± 0.7 

ion 12 24.2 ± 3.6 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 27.4 ± 10.0 

Western Upper Peninsula 22.1 ± 7.5 

Delta-Menominee 28.3 ± 8.4 

Chippewa 18.8 ± 9.3 

Dickinson-Iron 26.2 ± 9.6 

Marquette 21.2 ± 8.6 

ipate in any 

 or walking for 

ntcalm is a 
county.  All thre

Michigan Total 

Reg

a Proportion of respondents who reported that they did not partic
physical activities, recreation, or exercises in their leisure time (such as running, 
golf, exercise) within the past month. 

b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and 
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Mo
Region 7 e counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table table Consu 5:  Fruit & Vege mption 

by Community Health Assessment Region 
& Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 1998, 2000, 2002 

  
Geographic Area aya <5 times/d

Total 76.4 ± 0.9

n 1 75.9 ± 1.5

vingston 71.6 ± 8.3

Macomb 77.8 ± 3.6 

Monroe 80.6 ± 7.5 

Oakland 75.4 ± 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

Michigan  

Regio  

Li  

3.0 

St. Clair 76.2 ± 7.1 

Washtenaw 70.5 ± 5.6 

City of Detroit 77.3 ± 3.9 

Wayne exc. Detroit 76.5 ± 3.1 

Region 2 77.3 ± 3.9 

Genesee 75.5 ± 4.7 

Lapeer 82.7 ± 9.2 

Shiawassee 81.7 ± 9.2 

Region 3 75.7 ± 5.9 

Jackson 75.6 ± 7.5 

Lenawee 75.8 ± 9.4 

Region 4 79.1 ± 3.5 

Barry-Eaton 78.8 ± 6.8 

Mid-Michiganb 82.9 ± 5.7 

Ingham 78.8 ± 5.0 

Region 5 76.9 ± 3.9 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 81.7 ± 6.3 

Calhoun 74.2 ± 7.6 

Kalamazoo 75.2 ± 6.4 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 5 Cont'd 

Geographic Area <5 times/d

74.2 ± 7.5 

Region 7 77.5 ± 2.4 

Allegan 77.0 ± 7.6 

Ionia 84.8 ± 8.5 

Kent 76.2 ± 3.0 

Mid-Michiganb 82.9 ± 5.7 

Ottawa 75.7 ± 5.8 

ion 8 73.8 ± 4.6 

District #10 70.2 ± 6.0 

Muskegon 78.9 ± 7.2 

ion 9 77.2 ± 4.0 

District #2 74.3 ± 10.3 

District #4 81.4 ± 7.6 

Northwest Michigan 79.8 ± 7.1 

Benzie-Leelanauc  — 

Grand Traverse 75.3 ± 8.7 

ion 10 81.7 ± 3.6 

Bay 85.1 ± 6.5 

Huronc  — 

Saginaw 81.6 ± 5.7 

Sanilacc  — 

Tuscola 83.4 ± 8.7 

Region 11 74.1 ± 4.9 

Central Michigan 73.4 ± 6.6 

Midland 75.6 ± 6.1 

aya 

Michigan Total 76.4 ± 0.9 

Region 6 76.3 ± 5.3 

Van Buren-Cass 78.9 ± 7.3 

Berrien 

Reg

Reg

Reg

 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 5 Cont'd 

Geographic Area <5 times/daya 

Michigan Total 76.4 ± 0.9 

Region 12 70.8 ± 5.1 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraftc  — 

Western Upper Peninsula 70.6 ± 10.4 

Delta-Menominee 75.7 ± 10.4 

Chippewac  — 

Dickinson-Iron 70.8 ± 13.3 

Marquette 63.4 ± 13.2 

n of respondents w
ables was less than

s (including juic

ratiot, and 

ty.  All three c e. 

ize was too sma p, but responde

ize < 50) 

a Proportio hose total reported consumption of fruit e) 
and veget  5 times per day. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, G
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 
coun ounties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimat

c Sample s ll to compute a prevalence in this subgrou nts 
from this local health department were included in the regional prevalence estimate.  
(Sample s

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 6:  High Blood Pressure 

by Com Assessment munity Health Region 

  
Geographic Area Ever To

Blood P
ld High 
ressurea 

 

Region 1 25.9 ± 1.5 

Livingston 15.8 ± 6.7 

Macomb 26.0 ± 3.7 

Monroe 25.9 ± 9.1 

Oakland 24.5 ± 3.0 

St. Clair 25.4 ± 7.3 

Wa

& Local Health Department 
  

Michigan BRFS 1997, 1999, 2001 
(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

Michigan Total 25.5 ± 1.0

shtenaw 17.7 ± 4.7 

City of Detroit 32.5 ± 4.2 

Wayne exc. Detroit 25.0 ± 3.3 

Region 2 26.3 ± 3.9 

Genesee 25.0 ± 4.6 

Lapeer 30.8 ± 10.9 

Shiawassee 27.8 ± 10.0 

Region 3 25.2 ± 6.0 

Jackson 25.4 ± 8.0 

Lenawee 24.9 ± 9.0 

Region 4 23.9 ± 3.8 

Barry-Eaton 22.8 ± 7.2 

Mid-Michiganb 29.9 ± 7.2 

Ingham 24.1 ± 5.5 

Region 5 26.9 ± 4.1 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 30.2 ± 7.7 

Calhoun 30.4 ± 8.5 

Kalamazoo 22.7 ± 5.8 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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ographic Area Ever To

al 25

n 6 26.2 ± 5.8 

17.2 ± 6.9 

ion 10 27.4 ± 4.5 

Table 6 Cont'd 

Ge ld High 
Blood Pressurea 

Michigan Tot .5 ± 1.0 

Regio

Van Buren-Cass 

Berrien 33.3 ± 8.5 

Region 7 22.5 ± 2.8 

Allegan 26.3 ± 8.7 

Ionia 22.3 ± 11.1 

Kent 19.9 ± 3.6 

Mid-Michiganb 29.9 ± 7.2 

Ottawa 22.3 ± 6.4 

Region 8 25.5 ± 4.3 

District #10 28.6 ± 6.1 

Muskegon 21.5 ± 5.9 

Region 9 28.4 ± 4.6 

District #2 27.9 ± 9.6 

District #4 38.9 ± 10.3 

Northwest Michigan 25.3 ± 8.6 

Benzie-Leelanauc  — 

Grand Traverse 18.4 ± 9.2 

Reg

Bay 29.1 ± 9.2 

Huronc  — 

Saginaw 25.5 ± 6.5 

Sanilacc  — 

Tuscola 23.4 ± 11.9 

Region 11 24.7 ± 5.1 

Central Michigan 26.8 ± 6.5 

Midland 20.6 ± 8.3 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 6 Cont'd 

Geograp Ever Told High 
a 

hic Area 
Blood Pressure

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 7 32.1 ± 13.

23.9 ± 9.8

23.2 ± 10.

Chippewac  — 

— 

16.4 ± 10.0

been told by a 

lm.  Clinto s, while Montca

te. 

ze was too small this subgroup, b

Michigan Total 25.5 ± 1.0 

Region 12 23.5 ± 4.8 

Western Upper Peninsula  

Delta-Menominee 7 

Dickinson-Ironc  

Marquette  
a Proportion of respondents who said that they had ever health 
professional that their blood pressure was high. 

b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, 
and Montca n and Gratiot are Region 4 countie lm is 
a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan 
estima

c Sample si  to compute a prevalence in ut 
respondents from this local health department were included in the regional 
prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 50) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

Checkeda 

32.1 ± 1.2

35.7 ± 4.5

67.7 ± 10.5 29.0 ± 11.0 

78.8 ± 7.5 29.3 ± 9.0 

 

oit 72.6 ± 4.0 30.0 ± 4.8 

Table 7:  Cholesterol 

by Community Health Assessment Region & Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 1997, 1999, 2001 

  
Geographic Area Cholesterol Ever Ever Told 

Cholesterol Was 
Highb 

Cholesterol 
Checked Within 

Past 5 Yearsc 

Michigan Total 77.6 ± 1.0  72.7 ± 1.1 

Region 1 79.1 ± 1.5 31.5 ± 1.8 74.9 ± 1.6 

Livingston 75.7 ± 8.7 28.9 ± 9.5 70.1 ± 9.0 

Macomb 81.9 ± 3.5  77.5 ± 3.8 

Monroe 65.1 ± 10.6 

Oakland 82.5 ± 2.9 33.9 ± 3.6 79.0 ± 3.0 

St. Clair 75.5 ± 7.8 

Washtenaw 79.2 ± 5.4 24.0 ± 6.1 68.9 ± 6.2 

City of Detr 70.2 ± 4.1 

Wayne exc. Detroit 81.4 ± 3.2 30.7 ± 3.9 76.5 ± 3.5 

Region 2 77.2 ± 4.1 36.3 ± 5.0 72.8 ± 4.3 

Genesee 76.5 ± 4.9 37.5 ± 6.1 73.0 ± 5.1 

Lapeer 73.2 ± 12.1 34.0 ± 12.7 64.1 ± 12.5 

Shiawassee 84.8 ± 8.3 33.0 ± 11.9 80.3 ± 9.4 

Region 3 78.8 ± 5.9 39.1 ± 7.6 72.1 ± 6.4 

Jackson 77.3 ± 8.2 37.4 ± 10.2 69.7 ± 8.8 

Lenawee 80.7 ± 8.4 41.0 ± 11.5 75.0 ± 9.3 

Region 4 76.9 ± 4.0 32.4 ± 4.8 72.0 ± 4.2 

Barry-Eaton 76.7 ± 7.6 38.3 ± 9.7 70.4 ± 8.0 

Mid-Michigand 78.0 ± 7.4 38.3 ± 8.7 74.6 ± 7.7 

Ingham 76.9 ± 5.5 25.7 ± 6.1 72.2 ± 5.9 

Region 5 79.2 ± 3.9 27.5 ± 4.7 72.6 ± 4.3 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 74.6 ± 7.7 29.9 ± 8.7 67.2 ± 8.2 

Calhoun 84.8 ± 6.4 29.7 ± 9.3 79.3 ± 7.5 

Kalamazoo 79.4 ± 5.8 24.6 ± 6.9 72.8 ± 6.4 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 7 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Cholesterol Ever 
a

Ever Told Cholester

77.6 ± 1.

 74.4 ± 6.1 29.7 ± 6.9 69.4 ± 6.4 

69.8 ± 10.0 

Berrien 76.1 ± 7.7 25.0 ± 8.6 69.0 ± 8.4 

Region 7 78.8 ± 3.0 29.0 ± 3.4 72.1 ± 3.3 

Allegan 78.3 ± 8.8 27.7 ± 10.2 68.9 ± 9.7 

Ionia 80.2 ± 11.1  —e 66.6 ± 13.3 

Kent 78.1 ± 4.1 29.9 ± 4.6 71.6 ± 4.4 

Mid-Michigand 78.0 ± 7.4 38.3 ± 8.7 74.6 ± 7.7 

Ottawa 80.3 ± 6.5 27.1 ± 7.5 75.4 ± 7.0 

ion 8 74.0 ± 4.7 33.0 ± 5.4 69.2 ± 4.9 

District #10 75.8 ± 6.1 37.4 ± 7.3 72.9 ± 6.3 

Muskegon 71.8 ± 7.4 27.0 ± 7.6 64.4 ± 7.7 

Region 9 76.8 ± 4.7 33.6 ± 5.5 71.5 ± 5.1 

District #2 78.1 ± 10.7 46.5 ± 12.7 74.8 ± 11.2 

District #4 71.8 ± 10.0 38.8 ± 11.9 67.0 ± 10.3 

Northwest Michigan 81.7 ± 8.1 29.5 ± 10.0 75.9 ± 8.7 

Benzie-Leelanaue  —  —  — 

Grand Traverse 73.9 ± 11.6 21.1 ± 10.9 66.8 ± 12.4 

ion 10 73.6 ± 4.9 36.5 ± 5.7 68.6 ± 5.1 

Bay 68.5 ± 10.4 36.1 ± 11.6 63.6 ± 10.6 

Hurone  —  —  — 

Saginaw 77.4 ± 7.1 39.7 ± 8.4 74.1 ± 7.4 

Sanilace  —  —  — 

Tuscola 73.0 ± 13.2  —e 67.3 ± 13.8 

ion 11 72.8 ± 6.0 37.1 ± 6.8 69.6 ± 6.1 

Central Michigan 72.0 ± 7.3 40.0 ± 8.5 67.8 ± 7.5 

Midland 74.4 ± 10.4 31.4 ± 11.1 73.0 ± 10.4 

Checked  Cholesterol Was 
Highb 

ol 
Checked Within 

Past 5 Yearsc 

Michigan Total 0 32.1 ± 1.2 72.7 ± 1.1 

Region 6

Van Buren-Cass 72.1 ± 9.8 36.0 ± 11.2 

Reg

Reg

Reg

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 7 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Cholesterol Ever 
Checkeda 

Ever Told 
Cholesterol Was 

Highb 

Cholesterol 
Checked Within 

Past 5 Yearsc 

Michigan Total 77.6 ± 1.0 32.1 ± 1.2 72.7 ± 1.1 

Region 12 73.3 ± 5.4 34.2 ± 6.2 66.7 ± 5.6 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 81.7 ± 12.0  —e 74.7 ± 13.1 

Western Upper Peninsula 63.3 ± 12.0 44.6 ± 14.5 61.3 ± 12.1 

Delta-Menominee 76.3 ± 11.2 29.2 ± 13.6 71.2 ± 11.9 

Chippewae  —  —  — 

Dickinson-Irone  —  —  — 

Marquette 78.6 ± 12.0 29.8 ± 12.9 67.3 ± 13.0 

ents who reported e checked. 

ton, Gratiot, an lm.  Clinton an  are Region 4 

size was too sma bgroup, but re s from this loca epartment we
0) 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

a Respond ver having had their cholesterol 
b Among respondents who reported having had their cholesterol checked, the proportion who had been told that their cholesterol 
was high. 
c Proportion of respondents who reported having had their cholesterol checked within the last five years. 
d The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clin d Montca d Gratiot
counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estimate. 
e Sample ll to compute a prevalence in this su spondent l health d re 
included in the regional prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 5

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 8:  Current Smoking Status 

by Community He ntalth Assessme  Region 
th Depart nt 

  

Michigan Total 25.3 ± 0.8 

Region 1 25.2 ± 1.2 

27.7 ± 6.9 

Oakland 

Washtenaw 17.3 ± 3.7 

Wayne exc. Detroit 

& Local Heal me
Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 
  

Geographic Area Current Smokera 

Livingston 21.9 ± 5.8 

Macomb 29.0 ± 3.2 

Monroe 

21.8 ± 2.4 

St. Clair 29.8 ± 6.1 

City of Detroit 29.1 ± 3.2 

25.7 ± 2.6 

Region 2 26.9 ± 3.2 

Genesee 27.1 ± 3.9 

Lapeer 28.9 ± 8.4 

Shiawassee 24.0 ± 8.1 

Region 3 25.7 ± 4.5 

Jackson 27.7 ± 5.9 

Lenawee 23.1 ± 7.1 

Region 4 23.8 ± 3.0 

Barry-Eaton 26.1 ± 5.9 

Mid-Michiganb 23.6 ± 5.0 

Ingham 23.3 ± 4.2 

Region 5 24.1 ± 3.1 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 29.4 ± 6.0 

Calhoun 28.2 ± 6.4 

Kalamazoo 17.8 ± 4.1 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 8 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Current Smo

uren-Cass 26.0 ± 6.6 

Allegan 28.9 ± 6.8 

Ionia 27.4 ± 8.9 

Kent 23.4 ± 2.6 

Mid-Michiganb 23.6 ± 5.0 

Ottawa 17.4 ± 4.5 

Grand Traverse 33.8 ± 8.0 

Huron 30.7 ± 12.6 

Saginaw 23.5 ± 4.9 

Sanilac 33.2 ± 12.6 

Tuscola 30.3 ± 9.7 

Region 11 26.1 ± 4.0 

Central Michigan 26.3 ± 5.1 

Midland 25.6 ± 6.2 

kera 

Michigan Total 25.3 ± 0.8 

Region 6 24.2 ± 4.5 

Van B

Berrien 22.9 ± 6.1 

Region 7 23.2 ± 2.1 

Region 8 27.4 ± 3.5 

District #10 23.3 ± 4.2 

Muskegon 33.1 ± 6.0 

Region 9 28.6 ± 3.5 

District #2 32.7 ± 8.0 

District #4 29.2 ± 7.3 

Northwest Michigan 25.7 ± 6.8 

Benzie-Leelanau 13.4 ± 7.8 

Region 10 27.7 ± 3.6 

Bay 31.1 ± 7.9 

 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 8 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Current Smokera 

Michigan Total 25.3 ± 0.8 

Region 12 23.9 ± 3.6 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 38.2 ± 11.0 

Western Upper Peninsula 23.5 ± 7.6 

Delta-Menominee 24.6 ± 8.3 

Chippewa 19.1 ± 9.3 

Dickinson-Iron 19.5 ± 8.0 

Marquette 19.3 ± 7.8 

n of respondents w

unty.  All three stimate. 

a Proportio ho reported that they had ever smoked at least 100 
cigarettes in their life and that they smoke cigarettes now. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and 
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 
7 co  counties were included in the Mid-Michigan e

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 9:  Diabetes 

by Com Assessmemunity Health nt Region 

Geographic Area E e 
Diabetesa 

ver Told Hav

n Total 7.2 ± 0.4 

ion 1 7.4 ± 0.7 

Livingston 5.0 ± 2.9 

Macomb 5.7 ± 1.4 

Monroe 4.0 ± 2.5 

Oakland 7.2 ± 1.4 

St. Clair 9.2 ± 3

& Local Health Department 
Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 
    

Michiga

Reg

.6 

Washtenaw 5.3 ± 2.0 

City of Detroit 10.9 ± 2.1 

Wayne exc. Detroit 7.0 ± 1.4 

Region 2 7.2 ± 1.8 

Genesee 7.3 ± 2.2 

Lapeer 6.7 ± 4.7 

Shiawassee 7.0 ± 4.5 

Region 3 9.2 ± 3.2 

Jackson 9.8 ± 4.0 

Lenawee 8.3 ± 5.4 

Region 4 6.1 ± 1.5 

Barry-Eaton 3.6 ± 2.1 

Mid-Michiganb 8.2 ± 3.3 

Ingham 6.6 ± 2.3 

Region 5 7.4 ± 1.8 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 7.8 ± 3.1 

Calhoun 7.6 ± 3.4 

Kalamazoo 7.0 ± 3.0 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 9 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Ever Told H

6.6 ± 3.4 

Allegan 6.5 ± 3.9 

Ionia 8.3 ± 6.5 

Ottawa 4.6 ± 2.3 

Grand Traverse 2.0 ± 2.5c 

Huron 5.2 ± 4.8 

c

Tuscola 3.1 ± 3.0 

Region 11 8.8 ± 2.3 

Central Michigan 9.6 ± 3.0 

ave 
Diabetesa 

Michigan Total 7.2 ± 0.4 

Region 6 6.0 ± 2.1 

Van Buren-Cass 

Berrien 5.5 ± 2.6 

Region 7 6.0 ± 1.1 

Kent 5.8 ± 1.3 

Mid-Michiganb 8.2 ± 3.3 

Region 8 7.2 ± 1.8 

District #10 7.4 ± 2.4 

Muskegon 7.0 ± 2.8 

Region 9 7.4 ± 1.9 

District #2 9.5 ± 4.6 

District #4 9.7 ± 4.6 

Northwest Michigan 6.5 ± 3.3 

Benzie-Leelanau 11.9 ± 7.9 

Region 10 7.3 ± 1.9 

Bay 7.5 ± 4.1 

Saginaw 9.7 ± 3.2 

Sanilac 4.1 ± 4.8  

Midland 7.1 ± 3.3 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 9 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Ever Told Have 
Diabetesa 

Michigan Total 7.2 ± 0.4 

Region 12 7.1 ± 2.1 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 10.0 ± 6.5 

Western Upper Peninsula 7.3 ± 4.6 

Delta-Menominee 7.2 ± 4.6 

Chippewa 7.6 ± 6.8 

Dickinson-Iron 4.6 ± 4.2 

Marquette 6.4 ± 4.5 

n of respondents w
gestational diabetes

told that they

 Gratiot, and 

ty.  All three c ate. 

a Proportio ho reported that they had ever been  had 
diabetes (  excluded). 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton,
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 
coun ounties were included in the Mid-Michigan estim
c Confidence interval includes 0. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 10:  Alcohol Consumption 

by Com Assessmenmunity Health t Region 

     
a

 17.8 ± 0.9 

l  17.8 ± 1.3 

  18.4 ± 7.1 

 22.1 ± 3.7 

 19.7 ± 8.1 

akland 5.2 ± 1.5 16.9 

t. Clair 8.0 ± 4.5 16.0 ± 6.1 

ashtenaw 6.0 ± 3.1 

& Local Health Department 
Michigan BRFS 1999-2002 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

Geographic Area Heavy Drinking Binge Drinkingb

Michigan Total 5.6 ± 0.5

Region 1 Tota 5.4 ± 0.8

Livingston 4.0 ± 3.5

Macomb 7.0 ± 2.5

Monroe 5.0 ± 3.9

O ± 2.6 

S

W 13.9 ± 4.4 

City of Detroit 3.9 ± 1.6 13.7 ± 3.0 

Wayne exc. Detroit 5.8 ± 1.7 20.3 ± 2.9 

Region 2 Total 3.6 ± 1.9 12.9 ± 3.1 

Genesee 4.2 ± 2.4 13.9 ± 3.8 

Lapeer 3.7 ± 5.0c 12.6 ± 7.7 

Shiawassee 0d 7.6 ± 5.4 

Region 3 Total 4.2 ± 2.7 17.6 ± 5.1 

Jackson 3.7 ± 2.9 17.6 ± 6.5 

Lenawee 4.9 ± 5.0c 17.7 ± 8.3 

Region 4 Total 6.1 ± 2.3 19.6 ± 3.7 

Barry-Eaton 4.0 ± 3.3 18.9 ± 6.6 

Mid-Michigane 6.2 ± 3.6 18.4 ± 6.0 

Ingham 6.3 ± 3.6 20.3 ± 5.6 

Region 5 Total 6.9 ± 2.4 16.0 ± 3.6 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 6.9 ± 3.9 17.8 ± 6.6 

Calhoun 6.8 ± 4.3 11.3 ± 5.4 

Kalamazoo 7.0 ± 4.1 17.5 ± 6.0 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 10 Cont'd 

eographic Area Heavy Drinkinga Bin

5.6 

5.9 ± 3

ren-Cass 8.8 ± 5.7 20.6 ± 8.1 

Allegan 2.7 ± 2.7c 14.5 ± 6.8 

Ionia 6.5 ± 6.1 17.1 ± 8.9 

Kent 5.8 ± 1.8 19.6 ± 2.9 

Mid-Michigane 6.2 ± 3.6 18.4 ± 6.0 

Ottawa 1.8 ± 1.8c 13.3 ± 5.2 

Grand Traverse 3.4 ± 3.9c 15.4 ± 7.7 

Huronf  —  — 

Saginaw 6.1 ± 3.2 15.0 ± 5.1 

Sanilac 8.2 ± 8.2c 21.6 ± 12.2 

Tuscola 8.8 ± 10.9c 19.9 ± 12.1 

Region 11 Total 6.1 ± 3.0 21.2 ± 4.7 

Central Michigan 7.6 ± 4.4 21.4 ± 6.3 

G ge Drinkingb

Michigan Total ± 0.5 17.8 ± 0.9 

Region 6 Total .2 15.4 ± 4.8 

Van Bu

Berrien 3.8 ± 3.6 11.4 ± 5.5 

Region 7 Total 4.4 ± 1.2 17.4 ± 2.2 

Region 8 Total 6.4 ± 2.7 19.1 ± 4.0 

District #10 6.2 ± 3.1 18.0 ± 5.2 

Muskegon 6.6 ± 4.8 20.7 ± 6.3 

Region 9 Total 6.4 ± 2.6 18.3 ± 3.9 

District #2 7.9 ± 5.7 21.0 ± 8.6 

District #4 7.6 ± 6.0 17.2 ± 8.2 

Northwest Michigan 6.7 ± 5.7 20.2 ± 7.9 

Benzie-Leelanau 5.3 ± 6.3c 15.1 ± 10.9 

Region 10 Total 7.6 ± 2.9 19.8 ± 4.1 

Bay 11.4 ± 7.3 27.6 ± 9.7 

Midland 3.6 ± 2.0 20.8 ± 6.8 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 10 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Heavy Drinkinga Binge Drinkingb

Michigan Total 5.6 ± 0.5 17.8 ± 0.9 

c

Delta-Menominee 9.3 ± 6.5 20.6 ± 9.3 

Chippewaf  —  — 
c

n of respondents who said that they  alcoholic dri  past month. 

h. 

ratiot, and Mo
  All three counties w

Clinton and 

nt were include

Region 12 Total 7.5 ± 2.7 20.7 ± 4.3 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 3.4 ± 4.2  12.7 ± 9.5 

Western Upper Peninsula 8.8 ± 6.6 23.9 ± 10.0 

Dickinson-Iron 3.6 ± 4.2  13.8 ± 8.3 

Marquette 10.7 ± 7.7 28.8 ± 11.9 
a Proportio  consumed 60 or more nks in the
b Proportion of respondents who reported consuming five or more drinks on one occasion at least once in the 
past mont
c Confidence interval includes 0. 
d Out 94 individuals, nobody reported consuming five or more drinks on one occasion at least once in the past 
month. 
e The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, G ntcalm.  
Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 county. ere included in the 
Mid-Michigan estimate. 
f Sample size was too small to compute a prevalence in this subgroup, but respondents from this local health 
departme d in the regional prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 50) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 11:  Immunizations 

Among Adults Aged 65 Years and Older 
by Community Health Assessment Region 

vals) 

Geographic Area No Flu Shot in Pas
Yeara 

ver Had
Pneumonia Shotb 

t Ne  a 

ichigan Total 3 .4 

Region 1 36.4 ± 3.8 0.7 ± 3.4 9 

Region 2 40.2 ± 10.7 47.2 ± 10.9 

Region 3 25.0 ± 10.9 .7 ± 1239 .4 

Region 4 30.2 ± 9.7 .0 ± 1039 .6 

Region 5 25.2 ± 7.7 32.7 ± 8.5 

Region 7 31.0 ± 5.8 37.6 ± 6.3 

Region 8 36.3 ± 10.0 40.5 ± 10.2 

Region 9 31.6 ± 8.1 34.0 ± 8.4 

Region 10 38.4 ± 10.1 47.6 ± 10.4 

Michigan BRFS 1999, 2001, 2002 
(% ± 95% Confidence Inter

  

M 33.9 ± 2.3 9.3 ± 2

Region 6 28.6 ± 13.2 37.7 ± 14.1 

Region 11 29.0 ± 9.9 31.1 ± 10.0 

Region 12 41.2 ± 10.9 38.3 ± 10.8 

Note:  Sample sizes were too small to compute prevalence estimates by local health 
departments.  (Sample size < 50) 
a Proportion of respondents 65 years and older who said that they had not had a flu shot in 
the past year. 
b Proportion of respondents 65 years and older who reported that had never had a 
pneumonia shot. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 12:  HIV Testing 

y Community Health Assessment Region
& Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 1998-2002 
(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

  
Geographic Area Ever Had an     

HIV Testa 

Michigan Total 45.5 ± 1.0 

Region 1 49.3 ± 1.5 

Macomb 45.1 ± 3.7 

Monroe 43.8 ± 8.0 

Oakland 45.8 ± 3.0 

St. Clair 42.6 ± 7.2 

City of Detroit 63.7 ± 3.6 

Wayne exc. Detroit 47.9 ± 3.2 

Shiawassee 36.0 ± 9.7 

Region 3 41.6 ± 5.9 

Jackson 45.8 ± 7.9

b  

Livingston 41.1 ± 7.5 

Washtenaw 46.9 ± 5.3 

Region 2 43.3 ± 3.9 

Genesee 44.8 ± 4.6 

Lapeer 42.3 ± 10.0 

 

Lenawee 36.7 ± 8.8 

Region 4 45.0 ± 3.8 

Barry-Eaton 46.8 ± 7.4 

Mid-Michiganb 42.9 ± 6.5 

Ingham 44.6 ± 5.3 

Region 5 44.5 ± 4.0 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 41.4 ± 7.1 

Calhoun 48.7 ± 7.7 

Kalamazoo 44.1 ± 6.1 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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eographic Area Ev

49.7 ± 5.7 

56.2 ± 8.2 

Region 7 41.6 ± 2.6 

ion 8 43.7 ± 4.4 

District #10 37.6 ± 5.6 

Muskegon 51.0 ± 6.9 

Region 9 45.0 ± 4.4 

District #2 40.3 ± 10.2 

District #4 34.5 ± 8.6 

Northwest Michigan 50.7 ± 8.8 

ion 10 38.3 ± 4.3 

Table 12 Cont'd 

G er Had an     
HIV Testa 

Michigan Total 45.5 ± 1.0 

Region 6 

Van Buren-Cass 

Berrien 44.5 ± 7.8 

Allegan 43.7 ± 8.2 

Ionia 39.2 ± 10.5 

Kent 42.9 ± 3.3 

Mid-Michiganb 42.9 ± 6.5 

Ottawa 37.8 ± 6.0 

Reg

Benzie-Leelanau 49.5 ± 13.5 

Grand Traverse 50.7 ± 9.1 

Reg

Bay 40.0 ± 8.8 

Huron 22.2 ± 11.9 

Saginaw 41.5 ± 6.6 

Sanilac 40.7 ± 13.9 

Tuscola 34.8 ± 11.0 

Region 11 36.2 ± 4.9 

Central Michigan 36.7 ± 6.5 

Midland 35.1 ± 7.1 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 12 Cont'd 

Geogra Ever Had an     phic Area 
HIV Testa 

Region 12 40.8 ± 4.8 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 48.3 ± 13.2 

Western Upper Peninsula 43.8 ± 10.6 

Delta-Menominee 36.7 ± 10.0 

Chippewa 55.3 ± 14.1 

Dickinson-Iron 42.3 ± 13.3 

Marquette 28.5 ± 10.1 
sted for HIV, 

ratiot, and 

te. 

Michigan Total 45.5 ± 1.0 

a Proportion of respondents who reported that they had ever been te
apart from tests that were part of a blood donation. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, G
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 
county.  All three counties were included in the Mid-Michigan estima

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 13:  Asthma 

by Com Assessment munity Health Region 

eographic Area Ev ave Stil
 As

Monroe 13.2 ± 6.3 12.3 ± 6.2 

Oakland 13.8 ± 2.4 10.0 

& Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 2000-2002 
(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

  
G er Told H

Asthmaa
l Have 
thmab 

Michigan Total 12.1 ± 0.7 8.5 ± 0.6 

Region 1 13.0 ± 1.2 9.0 ± 1.0 

Livingston 10.6 ± 4.9 8.3 ± 4.4 

Macomb 12.9 ± 2.9 7.7 ± 2.2 

± 2.1 

St. Clair 13.7 ± 6.4 9.0 ± 5.6 

Washtenaw 15.4 ± 4.5 11.3 ± 4.0 

City of Detroit 14.4 ± 3.0 9.2 ± 2.4 

Wayne exc. Detroit 10.7 ± 2.3 7.4 ± 1.9 

Region 2 14.6 ± 3.2 10.0 ± 2.7 

Genesee 15.2 ± 3.8 11.0 ± 3.4 

Lapeer 16.6 ± 9.7 8.8 ± 6.8 

Shiawassee 9.5 ± 5.9 6.4 ± 5.0 

Region 3 12.5 ± 4.3 11.4 ± 4.2 

Jackson 12.9 ± 5.4 11.6 ± 5.3 

Lenawee 12.0 ± 6.9 11.1 ± 6.7 

Region 4 12.8 ± 2.9 9.0 ± 2.5 

Barry-Eaton 10.3 ± 5.3 7.3 ± 4.6 

Mid-Michiganc 8.6 ± 3.7 6.7 ± 3.3 

Ingham 16.7 ± 4.6 11.8 ± 4.0 

Region 5 10.9 ± 2.7 8.1 ± 2.3 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 10.2 ± 4.5 8.2 ± 4.2 

Calhoun 10.6 ± 4.5 7.7 ± 3.7 

Kalamazoo 11.6 ± 4.5 8.3 ± 3.8 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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ic Area Ever Told H
Asthma

12.1 ± 0

11.1 ± 3.8 6.6 ± 2.8 

12.7 ± 6.5 6.1 ± 4.3 

Region 7 9.3 ± 1.6 6.6 ± 1.4 

ion 8 9.2 ± 2.4 6.2 ± 2.0 

District #10 10.6 ± 3.3 7.5 ± 2.8 

Muskegon 7.1 ± 3.4 4.3 ± 2.5 

Region 9 13.3 ± 3.3 9.5 ± 2.7 

District #2 22.1 ± 9.7 13.6 ± 7.4 

District #4 13.4 ± 6.4 10.8 ± 5.6 

Northwest Michigan 13.3 ± 5.9 9.7 ± 5.1 

ion 10 12.0 ± 3.2 7.3 ± 2.6 

Table 13 Cont'd 

Geograph ave 
a 

Still Have 
Asthmab 

Michigan Total .7 8.5 ± 0.6 

Region 6 

Van Buren-Cass 

Berrien 9.8 ± 4.4 7.0 ± 3.6 

Allegan 8.4 ± 4.8 6.5 ± 4.4 

Ionia 10.9 ± 9.1 8.6 ± 8.8d 

Kent 8.7 ± 1.8 5.7 ± 1.4 

Mid-Michiganc 8.6 ± 3.7 6.7 ± 3.3 

Ottawa 10.2 ± 4.1 7.2 ± 3.3 

Reg

Benzie-Leelanau 7.4 ± 7.0 5.7 ± 6.3d 

Grand Traverse 7.2 ± 5.1 5.6 ± 4.5 

Reg

Bay 16.1 ± 6.7 10.6 ± 5.6 

Huron 13.7 ± 11.5 10.0 ± 10.8d 

Saginaw 7.4 ± 3.6 3.6 ± 2.4 

Sanilac 9.7 ± 9.6 5.0 ± 7.4d 

Tuscola 21.6 ± 11.9 14.2 ± 10.9 

Region 11 12.0 ± 3.3 9.1 ± 3.0 

Central Michigan 11.0 ± 4.3 8.5 ± 3.8 

Midland 14.2 ± 5.2 10.4 ± 4.7 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
41 



  MICHIGAN BRFS REGIONAL & LHD ESTIMATES 1998-2002 APRIL 8, 2004  

Table 13 Cont'd 

Geographic Area  Told Have Still Have  Ever
Asthmaa Asthmab 

Luce-Mackinac-Alger-Schoolcraft 20.8 ± 11.3 13.6 ± 9.0 

Western Upper Peninsula 8.1 ± 5.4 6.9 ± 5.1 

Delta-Menominee 8.8 ± 6.0 7.9 ± 5.8 

Chippewae  —  — 

Dickinson-Iron 7.9 ± 6.7 4.3 ± 5.2d 

Marquette 15.6 ± 9.0 8.6 ± 5.9 

told they have
n of respondents w a. 

 Gratiot, and   Clinton and 
ty.  All three co re included in

ple size was oup, but resp m this local 
artment were in

Michigan Total 12.1 ± 0.7 8.5 ± 0.6 

Region 12 11.8 ± 3.3 8.4 ± 2.7 

a Proportion of respondents who reported that they had ever been  asthma.  
b Proportio ho reported that they still have asthm
c The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Montcalm.
Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 coun unties we  the 
Mid-Michigan estimate. 
d Confidence interval includes 0. 
e Sam too small to compute a prevalence in this subgr ondents fro
health dep cluded in the regional prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 50) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 14:  Colorectal Cancer Screening 

Among Adults Aged 50 Y r ears and Olde

1, 2002 

ol Testa 

al 3 ± 1.6 35.2 ± 1

 2.6 

ston  ± 14.0 43.9 ± 14

mb .3 ± 6.4 31.6 ± 6

Monroec  —  — 

Oakland 52.7 ± 5.0 32.7 ± 4.7 

St. Clair 44.5 ± 12.4 18.6 ± 9.3 

Washtenaw 47.9 ± 9.8 36.7 ± 9

by Community Health Assessment Region & Local Health Department 

Michigan BRFS 1999, 200
(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 

  
Geographic Area Ever Had a Blood 

Sto
Had a Blood Stool Test 

in Past 2 Yearsb 

Michigan Tot 52. .5 

Region 1 47.5 ± 31.9 ± 2.5 

Living 56.6 .1 

Maco 47 .1 

.3 

City of Detroit 43.5 ± 6.7 33.7 ± 6.5 

Wayne exc. Detroit 46.5 ± 5.5 31.6 ± 5.1 

Region 2 49.3 ± 6.6 29.2 ± 5.9 

Genesee 51.8 ± 8.3 31.1 ± 7.4 

Lapeerc  —  — 

Shiawassee 39.4 ± 13.9 23.2 ± 11.8 

Region 3 53.6 ± 9.2 30.5 ± 8.3 

Jackson 59.9 ± 11.4 35.5 ± 10.9 

Lenawee 44.9 ± 14.9 23.6 ± 12.7 

Region 4 61.7 ± 6.5 45.0 ± 6.7 

Barry-Eaton 62.1 ± 11.5 49.7 ± 11.8 

Mid-Michigand 60.2 ± 11.1 40.7 ± 11.3 

Ingham 60.4 ± 9.5 42.8 ± 9.7 

Region 5 50.8 ± 6.3 38.1 ± 6.3 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 45.9 ± 10.6 32.7 ± 9.9 

Calhoun 46.9 ± 12.0 33.0 ± 11.3 

Kalamazoo 58.0 ± 9.9 46.6 ± 10.5 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 14 Cont'd 

phic Area Ever Had a Blood 
a

Had
Stool Test  in Past 2 Years  

52.3 ± 1.6 

ren-Cass 54.4 ± 13.4 38.7 ± 13.2 

Region 7 62.3 ± 4.3 43.8 ± 4.4 

Allegan 65.8 ± 12.7 44.2 ± 13.2 

Ioniac  —  — 

Kent 61.3 ± 5.1 44.2 ± 5.4 

Mid-Michigand 60.2 ± 11.1 40.7 ± 11.3 

Ottawa 65.5 ± 10.5 45.6 ± 10.8 

ion 8 53.8 ± 6.7 34.7 ± 6.4 

District #10 52.3 ± 8.1 36.0 ± 7.8 

Muskegon 56.6 ± 12.0 32.2 ± 11.0 

ion 9 57.6 ± 6.2 38.2 ± 6.1 

District #2 56.1 ± 12.5 34.7 ± 12.1 

District #4 52.9 ± 12.5 40.2 ± 12.2 

Northwest Michigan 60.7 ± 11.8 41.7 ± 11.9 

Benzie-Leelanauc  —  — 

Grand Traversec  —  — 

ion 10e 54.3 ± 6.9 35.4 ± 6.5 

ion 11 55.8 ± 7.1 36.4 ± 6.9 

Central Michigan 54.2 ± 9.5 34.9 ± 9.1 

Midland 59.2 ± 9.8 39.5 ± 9.9 

ion 12e 52.2 ± 7.3 33.2 ± 7.1 

y had ever use

t they had a bl ing a home kit 

ize was too small to compute a preva

, while Montcalm ere included in an estimate. 

Geogra  a Blood Stool Test 
b

Michigan Total 35.2 ± 1.5 

Region 6 49.4 ± 9.0 35.3 ± 8.7 

Van Bu

Berrien 45.8 ± 12.0 32.8 ± 11.4 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

a Proportion of respondents aged 50 years and older who said that the d a blood stool test using a home kit. 

b Proportion of respondents aged 50 years and older who reported tha ood stool test us in the 
last two years. 
c Sample s lence in this subgroup, but respondents from this local health department 
were included in the regional prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 50) 
d The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 
4 counties  is a Region 7 county.  All three counties w  the Mid-Michig
e Sample sizes were too small to compute prevalence estimates by local health departments.  (Sample size < 50) 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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 Intervals) 

74.3 ± 2

74.7 ± 3.

74.5 ± 12

74.1 ± 8.

68.8 ± 9.

62.5 ± 14

79.9 ± 5

72.0 ± 8.

76.4 ± 8

80.3 ± 8.

82.9 ± 8.

Region 12 .9 61.5 ± 10

Note:  S
by local 

ample sizes were too small to compute prevalence estimates 
health departments.  (Sample size < 50) 

a Propo

 

 
 

Table 15:  Prostate Cancer Screening 

Among Men Aged 50 Years and Older 

by Community Health Assessment Region

Michigan BRFS 1999, 2001, 2002 
(% ± 95% Confidence

  
Geographic Area Ever Had a PSA Testa 

Michigan Total .2 

Region 1 7 

Region 2 73.6 ± 10.1 

Region 3 .3 

Region 4 9 

Region 5 3 

Region 6 .3 

Region 7 .5 

Region 8 9 

Region 9 .5 

Region 10 2 

Region 11 6 

rtion of male respondents age 50 years and older who said that 
they had ever had a prostate-specific antigen (PSA) blood test. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 16:  Breast Cancer Screening 

Among Women Aged 40 Years and Older 

by n  Community Health Assessment Regio

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 
  
Ha

mography in Last Yea

higan Total 55.2 ± 1.7 

ion 1 4.5 ± 2.7 

ion 2 60.9 ± 6.4 

ion 3 59.0 ± 9.7 

ion 4 9.3 ± 6.7 

ion 5 9.2 ± 6.5 

ion 6 49.3 ± 9.4 

ion 7 3.4 ± 4.5 

ion 8 5.2 ± 7.5 

ion 9 9.3 ± 6.9 

ion 10 6.3 ± 7.6 

ion 11 5.1 ± 8.1 

ion 12 55.2 ± 7.6 
:  2002 data included diagnostic tests; data from 1998-2000 excluded 
nostic tests. 
:  Sample sizes were too small to compute prevalence estimates by local
th departments.  (Sample size < 50) 

Michigan BRFS 1998-2000, 2002 

Geographic Area d Clinical Breast Exam & 
Mam ra 

Mic

Reg 5

Reg

Reg

Reg 5

Reg 4

Reg

Reg 5

Reg 5

Reg 5

Reg 5

Reg 5

Reg
Note
diag
Note  
heal
a Proportion of women 40 and older who d both a clinical breast exam and 
mammography in the past year. 

ha

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 17:  Cervical Cancer Screening 

Among Adult Women Aged 18 Years and Older 
by Community Health Assessment Region 

& Local Health Department 

(% ± 95% Confidence Intervals) 
Had Pap Test in La

a

ichigan Total 85.

egion 1 85.

Livingston 0 ± 8.5 84.

Macomb 6 ± 3.4 86.

Monroe 1 ± 7.8 84.

Oakland 4 ± 2.8 88.

St. Clair 4 ± 7.8 81.

Washtenaw 5 ± 5.8 82.

City of Detroit 9 ± 3.4 86.

Wayne exc. Detroit 5 ± 3.7 82.

egion 2 83.

Genesee 7 ± 4.5 84.

Lapeer 74.6 ± 15.6 

Shiawassee 85.9 ± 9.1 

Region 3 84.3 ± 6.2 

Jackson 86.5 ± 7.4 

Michigan BRFS 1998-2000, 2002 

Geographic Area st 
3 Years  

M 4 ± 1.0 

R 4 ± 1.5 

R 7 ± 4.1 

Lenawee 81.0 ± 10.8 

Region 4 90.0 ± 3.3 

Barry-Eaton 89.3 ± 6.9 

Mid-Michiganb 89.0 ± 5.8 

Ingham 89.5 ± 4.5 

Region 5 85.3 ± 3.9 

Branch-Hillsdale-St. Joseph 86.6 ± 6.4 

Calhoun 80.2 ± 8.2 

Kalamazoo 87.4 ± 5.8 

Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 
CookM1@michigan.gov 
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Table 17 Cont'd 

Geographic Area Had Pap Test in Las
a

n-Cass 

ien 77.4 ± 8.5 

Allegan 84.2 ± 8.8 

Ionia 84.3 ± 10.7 

Kent 85.5 ± 3.2 

Mid-Michiganb 89.0 ± 5.8 

Ottawa 89.6 ± 5.1 

ion 8 83.4 ± 4.5 

District #10 79.6 ± 6.2 

Muskegon 88.4 ± 6.3 

ion 9 87.2 ± 3.8 

District #2 78.8 ± 11.7 

District #4 90.2 ± 7.0 

Northwest Michigan 83.2 ± 8.4 

Benzie-Leelanauc  — 

Grand Traverse 91.3 ± 6.4 

Region 10c 87.0 ± 4.0 

ion 11 83.9 ± 4.7 

Central Michigan 83.0 ± 6.2 

Midland 85.8 ± 6.1 

ion 12c 83.1 ± 5.6 

ho had a Pap
n the last 3 ye

ll three counties were included in the timate. 

ize was too group, but 

t 
3 Years  

Michigan Total 85.4 ± 1.0 

Region 6 80.7 ± 5.7 

Van Bure 84.5 ± 7.5 

Berr

Region 7 86.1 ± 2.5 

Reg

Reg

Reg

Reg

Note:  2002 data included diagnostic tests; data from 1998-2000 excluded diagnostic 
tests. 
a Proportion of all female respondents aged 18 years and older w  test 
withi ars. 
b The Mid-Michigan District Health Department consists of Clinton, Gratiot, and 
Montcalm.  Clinton and Gratiot are Region 4 counties, while Montcalm is a Region 7 
county.  A  Mid-Michigan es
c Sample s small to compute a prevalence in this sub
respondents from this local health department were included in the regional 
prevalence estimate.  (Sample size < 50) 

 
Any questions concerning these data, please contact Michelle L. Cook at MDCH 

CookM1@michigan.gov 
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